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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

—— DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
P.0. Box 176 Jefferson Giry, MO 65132-0178

April 27, 199¢

My, Jerry Van Fossen

Derputy Project Manager

Weldon 3pring 3ite Remedial Action Project
T29E Highway 94 Zouth

st. Charlss, Misscouril 63304

. SUSJEZCT: Comments on the Drait Engineering Evaluation/Cost
Analvysis {EE/CA) for the Proposed Removal Acticn at the
Scutheast Drainage near the Weldeon Spring Site, March

1938

Szar Mr. Van Fossen:

' . Tils letter i3 in response to the draft EE/C2 for the Southeas:
Trainage which was received by the MDNR on Marceh 19, 19296. The
MOME staff and their support agencies have reviewed this
gooument, Thae March 1995 edition of this decument is the sesond
draft which the YDME staff las reviewed. Althcugh thae DOE/PMC has
addressad comments which were 1dentifisd by the MDNE curing the
review of the initial draft [2ctobher 1995}, gaveral Key iszzues
remain. Thes= five issues are discusszed oelow and are followad
By a 1ist of the comments from the MONR's inisial peview lattar
Zated Decagber 29, 1995, which partain to these izsues and nezed
to be sntlsfagtorlly addressed.

1. 2z neoted in the MONR's comment letter of Decemker 29, 1595,
and diszsussed with DOE/EMC staff on Mazch 29, 1%24, the soils
characterizatior data ¢ollected by the PMC during tha
December 19%5 sampling effaork needs to he included in the
EESCA to provide a more thorough understanding of the
sitilaticn in the drainage and the remadiaticn measursas
Droposad.

The data currently ingsludsd in the EE/OA doss no= address if
centaminaticon exists on the ballast of the EATY Trail Ztate
Park or if the BETIRE langth of the Drainags was
characrerized {1.2. the porticn ¢f the drainage between the

. RATY Trail ang its cenfluence with the Misscuri River does

" not appears to have bheen charactarized). As reguesied by

Division of State Parlks staff during the January 23, 19%¢,
meeting be*wean tha DOE, MDME, MDOO, and the s3+. charles
Citizans Commission regarding this &Sraft of tha EE/CA,
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characterization of the hallast is needed to determine if
Trail visitors are being exposed and to insure that ail
matarials in the Drainage whicit pese an unacceptable rilsk are
ramevad in one afficient remowval action. {(Raier to comments
1% and 13 of tha MDHR Decembsr comment letter.)

2. The EE/CA states thaif, "calculated ricsk-hazed concantrations”
were derived. Clarification is needed as t£o how these
maneentrations will "guide” cleanup activities. What is the
differencs betwean concentrations that guide cliean-up
activities and "soil elean-up concentrations"? Will these
concentrations be utilized for beth surface and subsurface
soils? (Refar to comment 23c of the MDNR December ccmment
lattayr.}

. 3. Re discussed during meetings held between the MDNR and DOE
staffs on January 232, Fehruary 18, and March 153, 1936, 3 mass
balance of water into and out of the watershed is nseded.
This mass balance would further define the connection hetween
the groundwater and surface water and the influencs af ths
copramirated sediments on the surface water. The
characteristics of the watershad and the factors controlling
erogicon in this draipage is alsc needed to be able to
detarmine the fate and trapsport of remaining contaminants
and te dsatarmine erosion contrel devices to bhe utilized
during remediation. (Refer to comments 1d, 3b, Ta, To, andé 13
of the MONER Decamber cobRment latter.}

4. The EE/CA does net address current or futurs {if the prapesed
remcval acticn is instituted} risks to the environmental.
Secticn 2.3.4 of the Teport addresses ecological Tisks
howavar thig assecsment i3 based solely on aguatic organlsms
and 4id not inelude an assessment of the risks To other
animal 1lifa f{stch az mammals). 2n asgsessment Lo datermine the
risks te other animals is neaded te provides a comolete and
thorougn understanding of the proposad removal acticn and its
affects. [Rafer to comment 1g of the MDNR Lecambel Commant
letter. )

Ty 3 larter dated Tebruary 13, 1996, the DOE responded te the
MDNE Decembal comment lesttar rsgarding tae EE/CA.. Several of
these responsess need to be included in the EE/CA document
and/or nead to bhe revised in ordar to specifically address
fhe MDNR comment or to provide further detail. These include
the raspons=:z to the fellowing comments fron the MDNE
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December comment letter: 1, 1h, 1i, 5a, 7=, &, 11, iz, and
15. Im addition, comments regarding the new or revised
sactions of the EE/CA are noted below.

5. Pg. 25, Section 4.1.4 - How will trees, root balls, and
vagetation from contaminated areas be marnagad?

The DOE neads o be aware of and take pracautions against
flooding or siltation of the EATY Trail during remadiation.
This iz of special concern as the existing schedule indicates
that the removal acticon will take placa during the . sarly
summer months , & time when the Trail is heavily utilized.

7. Pyg. 3¢, Segtion 4.2 - A definition is needad of "elevated
lavels of contawilmants"., How will areas whici cannot be
reached or removed by track vehicles bs managed?

2. Peg. 38, sacticn 4.2 - The statement "would involve ramaval of
all ssdiment locatisns" aeseds to be revised teo read, "removal
of 21l contazminated sediment/soll locaticns”.

9. Pg. 3%, Section 5.1 - A definition is nezded of
radministrative feasibility™.

10, Pg. 49, Section 5.1.2.1 - Thils alternative does noy address
removine contaminated sedimants in all segmants of the
drainage as it dees not include those contaminatad
scils/sediments in the upper rzaches of sagment A. Clarify
in the test as to which quarry haul road will be utilized for
this subalternative. Will repairs need to be mads to tha
Hapburg Quarcy haul road pricr te its use during the
Drainage's ramediaticen? Do the costs includad for zach
subaltarnative include activities te repair the drainage tc
natiral conditions Zollowing removal acticns?

11. Pg. 43, Tahle 10 - A residential scenaric is possible in
Jegment A of the Drainage. How dozs tha posTt-ramedial rizk
Tisted fo1 subalternative 2.3 compare with the risk that
(wourld bae aszocia=ed with an unrestricted, residential use

. soonarlie?
12

12, Ty, 44, S=cticn & -~ A definition is neaedsd te the stabilitv
rasting previcusLy parformed Zor related wastes.
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A definition ie needed of the "existing materials" whnich wili
be utilizes £g construct the two hauwl routes. Will
~entamination which is present under aresas siated to be usad
for raad construction he remeved prisr to building or after
naul roadg have bean utilizes? Will the ramp inte the north
end cf Ssgment B remain follewing remediaticn oI the
Lrainage?

[y
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Pg. 45, Secticn & - What would determire if the light grey
aggregate iz reusad, disposed or used as Dackfill grading in
the excavated areas? '

Will mora than one crossing be utilized a3t the intersection
of Hwy 92 and the fraul reoad? Has the MHTD consanted to
providing traffic contrel?

—
130
.

Pg. 42, Section 6 - What fypes af harriers would he zrected
on the drainags access routes?

L definiticn of "minimal backfilling" is needed,

The possibility of this acticn requiring a land disturbance
Dermit still existe. Obtaining approval frem the 2t. Charles
County Highway engineer does ncet exempt the DOE from applying
for and receiving a land 2isturbance parmit. Appraval trom
the local agencies 12 a prerequisite for submitting an
applicaticn to the MDNR for a land disturbance permit. Please
contact Richard Laux with the WPCP for additional language
pasdad inm tha EESCA and Appendix B to clarify the ARARs
needad for thiz action.

The MONR staff hag presented a hriefing to Department management
regarding the prozosad EE/CA 2nd the limited use, rizk-haszed
zranario upon which the propessd remedlation has bean Dased. AS
dizcussad during the April 12, 1996, mesating hetween the DOE and
“DNR staffs, MONR management has several recu=asts regarding this
proposal, Thess are as Igollows:

1 mummittal of all field and anaiytical data which has a]
g=nerated frem all characterizaticns and investigations o
ths Drainage.

7. Determine if centaminated materials sxist on the KATY
Trail kalizst, the axtent of any centaminatien, and how these
rater-ais would be managed.
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2 mataz as to when the upgradient contaminated arsas which
drain to the Socutheast Drainage will be remediated. A
rationalie or explanation by the DOE if these areas are

zrheduled tao be remedizted after the Drainage, thereby
causing the possibility of receontaminaticon of the Dralnags.

4. A comparison of the volume of contaminated scilg, costs,
- and ecoleogical damage of the limited use, rigk-haszed scenario
to a risk assessment based on remediating the Drainage to
unrestiricted rasidential use.

once this infermation is officially conveyed by the DOE to the
MDN®, conszideration <of thsz proposad EE/CA will continue. Should
vou have any guestions or need ciarificatioans concerning theasea
igsnes, please contact the MDNE Field Office at f314) £41-303GC.
Sincerezly,

HAZARDOUS WARSTE PROGRAM

Fedeiral Facilities Section
<MK

¢: Dan Wall, EPA Region VII




